DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 376 224 



UD 029 794 



AUTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 

PUB TYPE 



Scheuer , Joan 

Unequal State Aid for Public Schools. 
Educational Priorities Panel, New York, N.Y. 
[93] 
19p. 

Reports - Evaluative/Feasibi lity (142) 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

Sudge t ing ; t Comparat Ive Analys is; *Educat i onal Equ i ty 
(Finance); Elementary Secondary Education; 
Enrollment; *Equal Education; *Equal ization Aid; 
Financial Support; ^Public Schools ; Resource 
Allocation; Retrenchment; School District Wealth; 
*State Aid; State Legislation; State Programs; 
Suburban Schools; Trend Analysis; *Urban Schools 
Educational Priorities Panel NY; New York City Board 
of Education 



ABSTRACT 

Data previously reviewed are updated to show that, 
despite cuts imposed statewide because of the deficit reductions of 
1991^92, the relations in educational finance among New York City, 
the rest of the state, and the metropolitan suburban districts remain 
essentially unchanged. State aid per pupil fell below the previous 
year's level in 1991-92 in both the suburbs and the city. Once again 
New York City received less aid per pupil than the average for the 
rest of the state ($3,140 per pupil in 1991^92 compared to $3,463, 
the average in the rest of the state). Les s- than-average state aid 
and limited city funds continued to curtail New York City school 
expenditures. With its near-average wealth and burdensome pupil needs 
the city would be expected to receive more aid than the average per 
pupil, but legislative restrictions on state aid and budget 
restrictions at the municipal level have produced a real shortfall 
for City children. Ten tables present data that support these 
findings. (SLD) 
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Unequal State Aid for Public Schools 

Prepared for the Educational Priorities Panel by Joan Schcucr 
Summary 

irhiiv m ^ WC 7 iCWCd data PUbHS,,Cd by thc Statc Educat ">" Department on the 
re at.ve wealth, spending, enrollment and state aid allocations of the New York Chy 
school dastnet, the state as a whole, and the metropolitan area surrounding the Chv In 

pupil fell below the pcvious year's le^Tml^2 in both the suburbs^ the d v 
Once again, New York City, with average wealth behind each pupil, a growing 
enrollment, and heavy pupil needs received less than average aid per ouSTtt idn 
pup (CAADM) 2 compared to $3,463,3 thc average for the fesfof h tl If $ a d • ^ 
measured as ,t ,s m the state aid formula, the data show net state aid per TAPU (to al 

2 187 Z v UnItS) . $2 ' 544 ^ City > $2 ' 848 f ° r thc ^ of thi sta td 

Rocklln / T gC 7^ metr °P° litan suburba " districts in Westchester, Putnam and 
Rockland counties and Nassau and Suffolk on Long Island. 

York nwr* T ^'T St3t ? id HmitCd °* funds continued <° curtail New 

TMu ZTr Tm TCS ' ^ i" 1 " 92 kS 3VeragC °P Crati "g «pe„ditures per 

llZ in th y ' C ° mP r TCd t0 a " 3VCragC ° f $5 < 816 in thc «« of the siate and 
$7,610 in the average metropolitan suburban district.' New York City's total 

expenditures per TAPU were $6,299 in 1991-92 comnarod to <i 970 • , 

X ~ ' h f ' hC f0rn '" la IS "V- P^rd for New York Pi.v wa h ils ncar . aVf 

S.M&A«LESLm>!L Legislative rcslrictions on aid for ihc New York Cily schools 

r coup cd w,.h budge, reduces a, the municipal ievel, have P M ^stafall for 

^ C , y ch Wren. C luldrcu ncx, door in (hcj.eigl.lwhmKlK ringing ll,c City received cs 

■so C,l,) , Inn wc,c able „, spend ahnos, . 45 pcrccn, ,m„c in ,„,al expendi.ures per'pupTf 
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I. Overview 



I his paper updates our review of the publication of the State Education 
Department, Analysis of School Finances- it; New York State School Districts issued 
annually. I he publication has been published for decades, and uses consistent pupil 
counts that permit the reader to spot trends and compare the effect of state policies over 
the years.* Let's take another look: 

Expenditures for public education arc relatively high in New York State- New 
York ranks third in terms of overall spending for elementary and secondary schools ' 
But most of the support for public schools is raised locally from local taxes. The state's 
share of total public school education costs is among the lowest in the nation; New York 
ranked 38th out of the 50 states in terms of state share of total public education costs « 
The state's share of spending for public education costs has fluctuated over the years 
but according to the Analysis, for 1992-1993, the "proportionate share of public school 
expenditures funded from State sources is estimated at 40.1 percent. 9 

Both state funds for public schools and funds raised locally have increased 
rapidly since 1972-73. During the latter half of the 1980's, state aid increased between 
13.7 and 11 .4 percent each ycar.'° This trend was reversed in 1989-90, when state aid 
actually fell below the previous year's level. Because of continued statewide cuts in aid 
it fell again in 1991-92 but increased slightly, by 0.6, in 1992-93. To compensate for ' 
the loss m state aid and to keep up with local school costs, most local communities 
increased expenditures slightly, raising the average total expenditure per enrolled pupil 
by 1.4 percent in 1992-93. v F 

The local contribution to public schools throughout the state moved from the 53-55 
percent of the total spent each year on public schools during the previous decade, to an 
estimated 55.5 percent in 1992-93.U 

In New York City, where public schools compete with all other essential city 
services, public schools claim a much smaller share of local resources - about 25 
percent a year, if pensions and debt service arc included, 22.5 percent if they arc 
excluded >2 Because of the Stavisky-Goodman Law, the local City contribution has 
remained relatively stable since 1976, but the City's contribution to total school costs is 
tar below that of most other school districts in the state." Because of the way state and 
city funds arc distributed, the City school district is unable to spend as much per pupil 
as other districts in the state. Its total spending per pupil in public schools in 1991 
was $ 7 489 per pupil (defined as CAADM, an average daily membership count of all 
weighted pupils)." New York City spent less per pupil in 1991-92 than in 1990-1991 
and less than the average for the slate, excluding New York City, $8,674 per CAADM 
pupi . As defined hy the aid formula, aid per pupil is expressed as total state aid 
divided by total aidablc pupil units, o. "TAPU "; New York City received $2 S44 per 
I API J, the lest of the slate $2,848 1 
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H. Neighbors 

School districts vary greatly throughout our state, depending on region and local 
characteristics. Large cities differ from small cities, upstate differs from downstatc One 
way to sec how sharply school costs and expenditures reflect regional differences is to 
group the school districts as the US Bureau of the Census docs, by SMSA, or Standard 
Mctropol.tan Statistical Area. The State Education Department presents us with a table 
comparing the average wealth, expenditure and state aid per pupil in six of the SMSAs 
in the state and in the rural, or "non-SMSA" school districts. (Table 4) It also gives us 
averages for New York City, the Other Big Five Cities, Small City Districts (both 
upstate and downstatc, Suburban Districts, (upstate and downstatc) and Rural Districts ' 
as well as an average for all Major Districts." The table demonstrates the wide 
disparities in averages, not extremes, that characterize our state. In 1991-92 for 
example, average full value property wealth per pupil varied from $509,31 7« behind 
each pupil in the downstatc suburbs, to $169,616 per pupil in non-SMSA (non- 
mctropol.tan) areas, a ratio of 3 to 1. Average total expenditure per TAPU pup : l varies 
from $9,128 in the downstatc suburbs, to $6,070 per pupil in rural districts, a ratio of 1 5 
to one. 

The comparison of averages for contiguous SMSA's is interesting, but masks an 
importantfact New York City differs sharply from its immediate neighbors in the Long 
Island-NYC metropolitan area (New York City, Westchester, Putnam, Rockland 
Nassau, and Suffolk counties). Yet the table lumps the City in with its ncighbors.'lts 
huge enrol mcnt and other numbers dominate the total, so that the computed "average" 
tells us little about how the City compares with its suburban neighbors. If the New York 
City data arc subtracted from the total and new averages excluding New York City are 
computed for the Long Island and other downstatc metropolitan districts, we see the 
difference: 19 

i ooo I abl ° Sh ° WS tHat th ° Stat °' S cc ^ ualization formula is not working. In 1991- 
199. the suburban districts surrounding New York City had $503,780 in property 
wealth per weighted pupil, compared to $317,576 per weighted pupil, the average 
property wea th per pupil for New York City. Income per weighted pupil averaged 
$1 1. 468 m the neighboring suburban districts compared to $76,267 in New York City 
hlothe.^yords^Ncw York City's nciphhorinasch ool districts had one and a half times 
as much property value and inc o me wealth l^ ^clTp7pil. Takin g into acconnT^ 
c^ltM 

Additional Specified .Rcductipj^^^ Durban ■sche' ^hi^ri^ 

han New Yj>rk Oty's allpjmcnt, $^544 per pupi I . With $357 less slate aid Jefp^T 
the metropolitan school districts surrounding New York City were able to spend an 
aveiagc ol $9,133 pci pupil compaied to New York City's $6,299. These fjguies 
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describe not selected extremes, but average conditions that surround New York City and 
reflect the high costs and labor market conditions that affect school spending in the 
inner city. 

In other words, the well-to-do suburbs that ring the inner city of New York arc 
able to support public schools that on the average spend about a half as much more on 
every pupil. The downstatc suburban districts arc the wealthiest in the state both in 
terms of the property value available for supporting schools, and the personal income 
available to their residents. In 1991-1992, while cuts in school aid affected all school 
districts, eighty-seven percent of the school districts in New York City's neighboring 
metropolitan area remained in the upper quarter of all the state's school districts when 
all the state's districts when ranked according to spending for day-to-day operations 20 
What we sec, when we compare New York City to its surrounding neighbors is a 
graphic confirmation of how rich school districts in suburban areas arc frequently 
contiguous with the very poorest schools in the central city, only a short commuters' ride 
- and a stone's throw, away. 

III. Growth in disparities 

^Analysis reveals differences in the property wealth and income wealth 
behind each pupil throughout the state and shows how these disparities affect local 
spending. It also documents the growth in New York City's school enrollment as 
compared to the rest of the state and the failure of state aid to keep pace with pupil 
needs in the City. v H 

When all the state's school districts (excluding New York City) arc ranked 
according to local property value behind each pupil in 1991-92, and grouped in tenths 
(or deciles) containing approximately equal numbers of pupils* we find enormous 

SaE? o 0 ?, 10 Sh ° WS th3t pr ° PCrty WCalth P cr P U P U varics from ^ extreme of 
M8.126 984, for the wealthiest district in the top tenth of the ranked districts, to $93 644 
per pupil, the upper limit for districts in the lowest tenth, a ratio of 194 to 1 When 
ranked by personal Income per pupil as in Table 11," we sec a range from $970 777 for 
he district at the top, to $32,762, the upper limit for districts grouped in the lowest 
tenth, a ratio of 30 to 1. But it is more important to look at what these disparities 
produce - at how much districts are able to spend for schooling. When ranked in term s 
QjaPizroycd operating expenditures per tntalai dablc pupil unit. orTAPl) , as inT^hlTo 

^Jhg^cndinR for approved operating expending r „ rpi -, 
fron $30,285 per pup,! for the top-snendinp «Hvw»i district . to $41^^^,^ 
tbcdistrid^ljhc te nth decile, a ratio of more than T^T^ HLJinmoi 

New York City's property wealth per pupil in 1991-920 of $317,576 and its 
personal income pcr pupil of $76,267 which would place it about in the seventh decile 
of the ranking of all the districts for both these measures. Yet its spending per pupil 
both m terms of average operating expenditures and total expenditures is considerably 
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below (he average spending level for districts of similar wealth. The Analysis n otes that 
New YorkJitj^s^cndingpcr pupil had been above the 75th perc entile until 1979-80 
iiu±has fallen in 1991-92 to the 37th percentile." It is significant thatThe State ' 
bducation Department views the drop in per pupil spending in New York City as a 
statist.cal aberration: The Analysis explains that in 1980-81 the method of counting 
pupils was changed to include weighted pupils with handicapping conditions: "Since 
there arc a relatively large number of handicapped pupils in New York City, this method 
of calculation had served to inflate New York City's pupil count, thus lowering their 
AOE (approved operating expenditures) per weighted pupil figures."" What the pupil 
count reflects, however, is the fact that over the decade, New York City has had to 
educate a larger and larger share of the state's pupils with disabilities and other pupils 
who require extra educational services. According to the Swygcrt Commission, 60 
percent of the real per pupil increase in pupil expenditures between 1980 and 1992 was 
attributable to the costs of teaching disabled students. 20 

The data show that in recent years, New York City's student population grew 
while the rest of the state lost pupils. Total enrollment in the City rose 1.9 percent and 
dropped 2.3 percent elsewhere between 1986 and 1990. In 1990 and 1991, enrollment 
rose slightly throughout the state, but increased faster in New York City than elsewhere 
Over the four year period, 1987-88 to 1991-92, it rose almost 4 percent in New York ' 
City, and 0.4 percent in the rest of the state. Under the state aid fornula, the City's pupil 
count increased 5.7 percent and 2.9 percent in the rest of the state over the same 
periods The increase in student registers and weighted pupils in the City relative to 
enrollment elsewhere in the state should have earned New York City a growing share of 
all school aid. 



The state aid system has not accounted for the City's more rapid growth 
in pupil needs and its relatively limited and recently reduced ability to raise local funds 
The formulas that apportion state aid were designed to counterbalance these inequities 
But in recent years, political forces have totally blocked their intent. New York City's 
enrollment, 949,929 is almost double 538,922 - that of the rest of the metropolitan area 
It was 37 percent of the state's total in 1991-1992. In that year, New York City 
received, according to the State Education Department, about 34 percent of the state aid 
distributed.^ But even more astonishing, Nc w_York City, with its relatively avcrap r. 
wealth behind each pupil, and its towering burden o f pup il need, was allotted $2,544 in 

distr icts in the state d (Tabic 9j " 



ERIC 



7 



6 



IV. The Widening Gap in Spending 

Finally, The Analysis reports that the gap in spending between the richest and 
the poorest school districts in the state has grown over the nineteen year period between 
1973-74 and 1991-92 by 440 percent.*' The gap is defined by comparing the 
expenditure level in the median district at the tenth percentile with that of the median 
district at the ninetieth percentile. (This measure is a good indicator of change over time 
because it eliminates extreme values). In Table 8, all the state's districts outside New 
York City arc ranked in terms of approved operating expenditures per pupil, and 
organized in percentiles and the difference between the median spending level in the 
10th and 90th percentiles is computed to illustrate the gap between high-spending and 
low-spending districts in the state, 1 ' In _l 973-74, for examp le, the sp read between the 
spending level in the district at jhcjcnth p ercentile and t hat of the district at the 90th 
percentile was $812, or 83.3 percent of the spending level at the tenth percentile. In 
1991-92, the spread in average per p u p il spending between the district at the tr.nth 
percentile and the district at the 90th percentile had increased from $812 to $4,383, 
wjjichwas 106.3 percent of the median spendi ng level at the tenth percentile . The table 
demonstrates that, in terms of statewide spending for public schools, the gap between 
rich schools and poor has increased markedly since the current school aid formulas 
were put in place. 

V. No Progress Toward Equity 

What do all these numbers tell us about the fairness of our state school aid 
system? They illustrate that over the years the state aid formulas have not served to 
compensate for inequities in local wealth. Spending inequities within New York State 
have increased; they have been widened by a system that no longer responds to changes 
in pupil need, local enrollment trends or fiscal ability. For New York City, where the 
largest proportion of poor children live, the aid system is anything but fair. Even by its 
own definitions, it has failed to give New York the funding earned under the state aid 
formulas. Common sense tells us that with its average property wealth, average income 
wealth, and disproportionate pupil needs, New York City should receive grcatcr-than- 
avcragc state aid per pupil. Why doesn't it? 

New York City docs not receive the aid it might cam under the various state aid 
formulas because the slate aid formulas do not govern the aid allotted to New York 
City. Instead, New York City's aid is determined through negotiations, in a political 
process that is not conducted in an open legislative session, but takes place off-stage 
and has more to do with regional rivalries than with education. Each year at budget 
time, the Governor and the legislature decide on how many dollars will be available for 
public schools. Then the political leaders (or Ihch staff representatives) negotiate as to 
how (his total is to be shaied. A «-i peicentage is determined lor New Yoik City 
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basically held to about 34 percent of the total state aid distributed (or 36 percent of the 
agreed-upon dollar increase in aid). New York City's "share" has been judiciously 
raised in tiny increments each year. These increments in no way correspond to the 
amount that the City would cam if the formulas were permitted to compensate for 
differences in pupil counts, wealth and need as they were designed to do and if the 
definitions in the law were not tinkered with each year to yield the desired outcome. 

The inequities documented in the State Education Department's Analysis 
translate into crowded classrooms, leaking roofs, inadequate labs and libraries and a 
paucity of program. They show us that we arc short-changing children in the inner city 
Our unfair school aid system is a statewide problem that affects us all No real 
improvement has been achieved; minisculc upward percentage adjustments in aid for 
New York City serve to obscure the lack of real progress toward equity 



1 AnalysisofScHoo, Finances in New York S.au ScUoo, Ois.riCs, 1991-92, The Su,e Education Department, Fiscal Analysis and 
Services Una. Albany, N.Y., November, 1993. '«»iy»s ana 

2 Defined as Total state Paymems per CAADM. CAADM, or Combined Adjusted Average Daily Membership is the average 
number of student, receiving thcir educational program a, district expense ..» and includes resident and non-resident handicapped 
as well as k.ndcrgartcn and pre-k. weighted a, 0.5. For complete definition see Analysis, Appendix A 

3/(nalysis, Table 14. 

4 Analysis, Table 4. p. 7. Data is shown in terms of TAPU. or total aidable pupil units, an attendance-based pupil count that 
tnc udes extra we.ghtings for special pupil groups. See Ana,ysis Appendix A. for complete definition. 
"* Ibid., p.7. 

6 For example, wealth data is expressed in terms of each year's M , value of propcrty per wdghtcd 

average of two years, which is used for state aid purposes. J. not a capped 

^National Education Association, Research Estates Daia Ban,, Washington, D.C. Tab.e F,0 in Rankings of the States, 1993. 
8 Ibid. 

^ Analysis, p.l. 

10 Analysis, Tabic 2, p.4. 

11 Analysis, Table 3, p.S. 

12 City of New York, Executive Budget, 1991 
13 

14 Analysis, Tabic 14.p.22. 

15 Analysis, Table 4, p.7. 
^Analysis, Table 10. p.15, 

17 Analysis, TMc 4. p7. 

18 Ibid. 

19 Data by telephone from SRI), Fiscal Analysis and Services Unit. February 1994 

20 The ranking is based on AWTAPU for Hxpcnsc, or approved operating expenditure per total aidable pupil unit for expense a 
figure reported by all districts to the state each year on the Annual Financial Rc,>ort(ST-3). 

21 Analysis', Table 10, p. IS 

22 

Analysis, Table 1 1 , p. 16. 
23 Analysi\ Table 9, p. 14, 
^ Analysis, p.l 1. 
^Analysis, p.||. 

2(> New York State Special ( ommission on hducalioiul Structure, Policies and Practices, h<«,n K 



NY State Office of the State Comptroller, Financial Data for School Districts, FY ended 6/30/92. Chart V n 17 
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Children First, H. Patrick Swygcrt, Chair. December, 1993.. Volume II, p.22. 

27 Analysis, Table 12, p.18. 

28 Analysis, Compulcd from data shown in Tabic 13,p.l9. 

29 Analysis, Table 9,p. 14. 

30 Analysis, p. 11. 

31 Analysis, Tabic 8, p. 12. 
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* Table 4a. 



1991 -9? Average Wealth, Expenditures and Aid Data 
by Contiguous SMSA, ata 
NYC metro SMSA shown excl. NYC 
(NYC metro defined as West. Rockland, Putnam and L I ) 



Contiguous SMSA'S 



1991-92 
Property 
Wealth p/p 



1991-92 
Operating 
Exp. p/p 



Albany - Glens Falls 
Binghamton-Elmira 

Poughkeepsi-Newburgh 
Buffalo -Rochester 
i-ong Is. West., Metro 

NYC excl.* 
Utica, Rome Syracuse 
Non-SMSA 

New York City 

All State(NYC included) 

All State(NYC excluded) 

Other Large Cities 

Small City Districts 
Upstate 
Downstate 

Suburban Districts 
Upstate 
Downstate 

Rural Districts 



240,312 
160,642 
293,367 
173,407 
503,780 

173,292 
169,616 

317,576 

303,900 

295,675 
164,955 

226,322 
184,340 
496,163 

355,079 
213,480 
509,317 

171,967 



(dollars) 



♦Data from Analysis of School Finances 
in New York State School Districts, 1991 -92 
Data for NYC Metro SMSA (NYC excl.) from 
SED Fiscal Analysis and Services Unit. 



5,089 
4,489 

5,379 
5,130 
7,610 

4,717 
4,617 

4,674 

5,400 

5,816 

5,185 

5,321 
4,924 
7,870 

6,284 
5,010 
7,666 

4,581 



1991-92 
1 Total 
I Exp. p/p 



6,395 
5,864 
5,946 
6,517 
9,133 

6,137 
6,087 

6,299 

6,915 

7,270 
7,076 



6,822 
6,377 
9,674 

7,667 
6,321 
9,128 

6,070 



1991-92 
Net State 
Aid p/p 



2,886 
3,225 
3,184 
3,132 
2,187 

3,304 
3,542 

2,544 

2,737 

2,848 

3,783 

3,159 
3,266 
2,476 

2,496 
2,817 
2,149 

3,601 
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